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Instead of using citations or marketing academics' perceptual ranking of journals, this article examines the ranking of marketing journals using Australian university library holdings, in either hard copy or full-text electronic format. This measure was used as a proxy for broad-based accessibility of marketing journals. The study found that the accessibility rankings differed significantly from the most recent U.S. perceptual rankings, and it is suggested that in some situations, the accessibility ranking may be a more appropriate measure than other approaches. An examination of journal characteristics and their relationship to holdings in Australian university libraries was also undertaken. It was found that the year in which the journal started publication and its perceived importance within the United States (i.e., perceptual ranking) had a statistical impact on the proportion of Australian university libraries holding the journal.
Marketingacademicsperiodicallyundertakeresearchthat results in the ranking of marketing and related journals. There are, however, some differences of opinion about what makes a journal important-perceptions, citations, and the generally perceived importance of the works published, any of which could be used. One factor that has not been considered in the evaluation of a journal's ranking is the level of accessibility to the information. It could be suggested that the more "important" the journal, the more frequently it would be used by the wider community (Jobber and Simpson 1988) and the more readily "accessible" it would be to academics, students, and business. The benefit of accessibility is that it is not subjective nor is it based on an examination of citations from any particular set of journals or databases. In addition, access can be determined within different countries as well as for various marketing subdisciplines. Within this article, accessibility is based on the number of Australian university libraries holding a particular marketing journal in 1996. The greater the number of university libraries holding the journal, the more accessible it is deemed to be. (This issue will be discussed in more detail later in the article.) Determining journal rankings across various disciplines appears to be increasingly important as individuals frequently are evaluated based on where they publish (Jobber and Simpson 1988) . Some university marketing departments use these rankings to formally evaluate staff and to determine whether they should be granted tenure or promotion (Hult, Neese, and Bashaw 1997) . Journal rankings also have been used in marketing and other disciplines to evaluate departmental or university-wide "research productivity" (Jobber and Simpson 1988; Stahl, Leap, and Wei 1988; Udell, Parker, and Pettijohn 1995) . Marketing departments may even develop lists of "approved" journals to which academics must submit their work if they are to receive any "publishing credit."
The development of journal rankings can, therefore, be very important to marketing academics, but are they only useful for evaluating staff? There may be other reasons to rank journals such as determining the "importance" of a given journal to the development of marketing theory (Jobber and Simpson 1988) . It is probable that some marketing academics will wish to ensure that theoretical work ultimately assists marketing practice, thus they will target more applied journals. However, peers may evaluate applied work differently than research published in theoretical journals. There also is the possibility that marketing journals may serve different market segments, both in terms of their focus (i.e., specific area of interest) or geographic market, and, as such, a single "global" journal ranking may be inappropriate.
THE ARTICLE'S FOCUS
The research discussed in this article uses the alternative approach of ranking marketing journals based on accessibility within Australian university libraries. The journals selected were examined in Hult, Neese, and Bashaw (1997) and Polonsky and Waller (1993) . Hult, Neese, and Bashaw was the most recent ranking article available at the time, and the journals examined by Polonsky and Waller included those specifically used in the Asia-Pacific region, which is the focus of this article.
The evaluation of the data in this article takes place in two ways. First, the proportion of Australian university libraries holding a journal title was calculated, and then a ranking of these proportions was undertaken. This ranking was then compared to Hult, Neese, and Bashaw's (1997) perceptual rankings. The rationale for this comparison was that there are no recent Australian perceptual rankings, and Australian marketing academics might be expected to have similar perceptions to their U.S. counterparts given that Australian universities often compare themselves to U.S. universities (Polonsky et al. 1998 ). In addition, it has been suggested that American marketing journals are "pre-eminent" (Jobber and Simpson 1988, p. 137) and, therefore, so might be the views of U.S. marketing academics, although this view is debatable.
Second, a regression analysis was undertaken to determine whether a selected range of journal characteristics affects the proportion of libraries holding the journal (i.e., the dependent variable). As will be discussed in the next section, there are a number of factors that might affect whether an individual library holds a given journal. These include the price of a journal, the journal's initial year of publication (referred to as age), type of programs offered (i.e., course work/research) at the university, the university's size, the overall library budget, and the numbers of marketing academics and their specific interests. This study examines characteristics of the journals themselves rather than the libraries, universities, or the academics employed. Accordingly, only journal-related variables are focused on in this article. This approach is not unique and has been used in examining journal rankings in other disciplines (Danielsen and Delorme 1976) .
Two regressions were undertaken. Regression 1 analyzed the influence of the journal's age, place of publication, and price on the proportion of libraries holding the cross section of marketing journals examined. Regression 2 analyzed a subset of the data and used only those journals examined by Hult, Neese, and Bashaw (1997) . It examined the influence of the journal's age, place of publication, price, and Hult, Neese, and Bashaw's perceptual ranking on the proportion of libraries holding this subset of marketing journals.
SOME PROBLEMS WITH TRADITIONAL RANKING METHODS
The question "What do these rankings mean for journals?" must also be asked, for the appropriateness of the measure to rank journals depends on what is being evaluated. Requests by the authors to international colleagues revealed that marketing departments have adopted several approaches to rank journals. These methods include adopting an existing "published" ranking, ranking journals based on acceptance rates, and developing a consensus within their department about which journals "count." Within the journal-ranking literature, the processes used to rank journals have tended to focus on the evaluation of academics' perceptions of a journal's importance or an examination of the number of times a given journal is referenced/cited in the "top journals" or databases (Gordon and Heischmidt 1992; Hawkins, Ritter, and Walter 1973; Hult, Neese, and Bashaw 1997; Jobber and Simpson 1988; Kim 1991; Luke and Doke 1987; Mason, Steagall, and Fabritius 1997; Polonsky and Waller 1993) . Within this literature, there has been a range of factors identified that might influence any journal's ranking. Some of the more salient factors are discussed below.
Demographic Factors
Rankings based on perceptions are dependant on the specific respondents examined, which could result in inconsistencies between the various rankings. For example, Hult, Neese, and Bashaw (1997) found that demographic factors that could influence the rankings of marketing journals included whether the individuals surveyed were based at an American Assembly of Collegiate Schools of Business (AACSB) accredited school or whether the school offered PhDs. Others, such as Polonsky and Waller (1993) , found that ranking of marketing journals varied depending on whether academics were asked to evaluate the journals based on their importance to general theory, the individual's area of research, or the region. It is therefore highly likely that there are extensive sample biases when undertaking perceptual rankings, depending on the specific methodology used and focus of the study.
International Bias
There also may be international differences in the perceptions of academics in terms of their ranking of marketing journals, similar to those found by Nobes (1985) in the accounting area, in which U.S. journals were ranked higher than non-U.S. journals. In another study examining economics journals, it also was found that U.S. academics tended to rank U.S. journals more highly than non-U.S. journals (Danielsen and Delorme 1976) . In fact, most perceptual rankings only include a limited range of non-U.S. journals and may unintentionally bias results. Using U.S.-based perceptual rankings to evaluate academics or journals in other countries may, therefore, be inappropriate (Hawkins, Ritter, and Walter 1973) . This "bias" might not be limited to perceptual rankings alone, as Jobber and Simpson (1988) found that U.S. journals also tended to cite other U.S. journals more frequently than non-U.S. journals. They also found that U.S. journals filled the top 6 positions and 8 of the top 10 positions of their citation-based ranking. Citation-based rankings also may have various biases in this regard as these depend partly on the databases or journals used for the citations. For example, Neway and Lancaster (1983) found that searching individual databases may be insufficient for ranking journals in the life sciences disciplines because there are substantial gaps within individual databases.
Research Focus
Marketers' perceptions of a journal's importance may be based on what they believe their colleagues perceive to be important, especially if the journals are being used to evaluate the academic's performance. In one study ranking economics academics' perceptions of journals, Hawkins, Ritter, and Walter (1973) included two fictitious titles, one sounding "quantitative" and the other sounding "applied." They found that the quantitative-sounding journal was consistently ranked higher than the applied-sounding journal. The view that there may be a bias in rankings favoring quantitative journals is further supported by Danielsen and Delorme (1976) who also found that economists generally ranked quantitative journals higher than applied journals. If these results are generalized to the marketing discipline, there may be some inherent bias of marketing academics against applied journals, even though they may be highly regarded and/or referenced by other authors.
Journal rankings may also be criticized as giving greater emphasis to broad-based marketing journals in preference to journals within specialized marketing fields (Beed and Beed 1996; Hustad 1997; Javalgi et al. 1997) . A journal's ranking could therefore vary according to any differences in individuals' research interests. For example, it could be argued that the 10 most important marketing journals across the board are not the same as the 10 most important "new product journals" (Hustad 1997 ). Furthermore, rankings may change based on the actual criteria on which the journals are ranked. For example, evaluating journals based on the development of marketing theory as opposed to the importance for improving marketing practice might result in different rankings (Polonsky and Waller 1993) .
Time Component
Rankings of all types also may be time dependent. That is, journals may move into and out of favor as emphasis in the literature changes. For citation-based ratings, the time factor relates to the time needed for new journals to be cited (Jobber and Simpson 1988) . That is, work published in 1998 may have been originally written several years earlier, and therefore, there may have been a substantial lag between an article's publication date and when it is cited in the literature.
The Journal's Age and Size
The journal's age might also be an influencing factor, as initially, newer journals often have fewer issues per year and may even have fewer articles per issue. Within other disciplines, both of these factors have been found to affect a journal's ranking negatively, thus resulting in a lower ranking (Berg 1976, Hawkins, Ritter, and Walter 1973) . In relation to the number of articles per issue, Jobber and Simpson (1988) found that when using a citation-based ranking, this factor did not affect the journal's overall rank. However, their sample targeted a narrow range of the top U.S. and U.K. journals (see Table 1 for their top 10 journals). If it is true that new marketing journals are at a disadvantage as compared to older established journals, can newer journals ever attract more prominent contributors and move up the academic pecking order, improving their perceptual ranking? Some evidence from the citation-ranking literature suggests that not all new journals are disadvantaged (Jobber and Simpson 1988) , although in their work, the new journals in question were either published by internationally recognized organizations or were the official journals of these organizations.
As can be seen from the above discussion, there is a diverse range of moderating factors. As there also is a range of alternative ranking approaches available, it is therefore likely that there will be inconsistencies between rankings. This view also is supported in the journal-ranking literature (Beed and Beed 1996; Hult, Neese, and Bashaw 1997; Kim 1991; Polonsky and Waller 1993) . Table 1 provides five examples of existing rankings of marketing journals. As can be observed, not only are the rankings of individual journals different, but the journals included in each listing also differ.
ACCESSIBILITY AS AN ALTERNATIVE RANKING MECHANISM
There are many ways that journals may be made accessible, including library subscriptions, individual subscriptions, interlibrary loans, and electronic access. For the purpose of this article, we define a journal as being accessible if an Australian university library held it in 1996, as listed in the Serials in Australian Libraries (SAL) database, either in hard copy or electronically in full text.
! Other forms of electronic access such as electronic journals are growing in number and probably importance (Burn 1995) and may need to be further considered in determining future access. Their omission could be a limitation to this study; however, it is unclear whether electronic marketing journals had a substantial presence in the period of examination, 1996.
In examining accessibility, it might be appropriate to examine a journal's circulation to determine which journals have the widest distribution, although this suggestion assumes that distribution is in itself the important evaluative criterion (Danielsen and Delorme 1976) . If this line of reasoning were extended, material in newspapers would be more highly ranked than any academic publication. However, using circulation alone as the evaluative criterion has the limitation that some journals are included in membership packages of some associations, and circulation rates may, therefore, be inflated. Furthermore, when examining accessibility in different countries, simple circulation figures, no matter how they are defined, may not reflect the dissemination of information. Using university library holdings is deemed to be a more relevant measure, because it indicates that universities, usually on the recommendation of academic staff, are committing their limited library resources to holding a given journal. It could, therefore, be assumed that these journals would not only be of some importance to the marketing academics' research but also that academics considered it important for students to have access to these journals. If broad-based access is not important, then academics may choose to subscribe individually to these journals rather than having the journals in the library (Schuegraf and van Bommel 1994) . While such activities would reflect a high degree of importance to the individual, it is argued that this information would not be readily accessible to all potential users. Selection and retention of holdings of serial titles in individual Australian university libraries have been determined largely by agreement between academic staff and librarians with specialist responsibilities for particular disciplines. This cooperative alliance has been fortuitous since the maintenance of core and general serial collections over the past two decades traditionally has been carried in an environment of growth in the number of serial titles. However, continually increasing costs of published serials and declining library materials budgets have reversed this trend in recent years. One might also expect that price would be an important factor in terms of maintaining a journal's subscription, even though this factor has not been examined in the rating literature.
Earlier studies of academic serial selection such as McKie and Taylor (1979) have examined rationalization of holdings. This work demonstrated that a more complex criterion than cost alone needs to be used to determine which subscriptions should be cancelled. Altmann and Gorman (1996) indicated that a range of other criteria has been used to review holdings, including citation analysis, cooperative serial use, shared materials, cost, and a serial's "worth." There is literature that suggests that many universities have implemented detailed procedures for developing and maintaining collections (Black and Hill 1993) , and these processes are becoming more complex with the growing number of journal formats available. For example, Burn (1995) identified that electronic journals are becoming increasingly accessible to academic populations but that the development of selection criteria for electronic serials will continue to challenge both academic and library staff.
Many university libraries rely extensively on recommendations from academic staff and departments in both the selection and deselection of journals (Buzzard and Whaley 1985) . For example, at the authors' university, library staff distribute an annual list of departmental journal commitments and seek confirmation that these subscriptions should be maintained. If any journals are no longer considered appropriate, library staff then ask other departments whether they would like to take up the subscription as part of their library allocation rather than allow the subscription to be dropped completely. Library staff also regularly disseminate information on new journals to departments. They rarely make any recommendations as to whether subscriptions should be taken up, given that such decisions may require a department to drop other journal subscriptions due to resource constraints. In this way, library staff at the authors' university facilitate the regular reevaluation of journal holdings. However, the mechanism by which individual departments make their final decisions related to reevaluating journals is not clearly specified. Discussions with library staff indicate that a majority of other Australian university libraries currently operate in a similar fashion.
While the literature has examined the development of serial collections, no discussion of the interaction between the library staff and academics could be found within the marketing literature. This interaction may be a service that marketing academics take for granted. In the future, marketing academics and others may be asked to play a larger role in the development and maintenance of collections to ensure that these journals satisfy the needs of staff and students within the discipline.
A BRIEF OVERVEW OF MARKETING EDUCATION IN AUSTRALIA
Before discussing the methodology, we will briefly overview marketing education in Australia to provide some additional context to the study. For the most part, the 36 Australian universities follow the traditional British educational system, in which undergraduate students take focused 3-year degrees. Students enroll in specific programs straight from high school rather than select a major after 2 years of liberal arts training as is undertaken in most U.S. schools. The entry process for Australian universities is also different to that in the United States. Australian high school students rely on a centrally controlled university entry process, and students usually do not apply directly to individual universities. This process results in students usually receiving only one offer of enrollment. In this way, students who overestimate their abilities (i.e., exam performance) might not receive a university place.
The federal government funds all but two of the Australian universities at the undergraduate level, and these governmentfunded institutions subsidize their income through full-fee postgraduate and overseas undergraduate programs. While there are two private institutions, these are relatively new, only beginning operation in the 1990s. There is substantial regional competition between universities, but there tends to be little interstate student travel. Most universities have multiple campuses, and the degree of independence between campuses varies by institution. In some cases, there is one undergraduate business/marketing degree across all campuses, which has a homogeneous structure. In other cases, each campus offers its own degree.
The fee structure for undergraduate programs at government-funded universities is the same at all such universities where fees are set nationally by the federal government. Staff salaries are also traditionally set nationally and do not vary by institution or academic discipline (although some salary loadings do exist). Thus, marketing academics of a given level receive the same salary across the country; in addition, they would receive the same salary as an academic on the same level in all other disciplines.
In terms of the mix of teaching/research institutions, no formal distinctions are presently made. Marketing staff at all universities are expected to undertake some research, although the research culture may differ significantly between universities (Polonsky et al. 1998 ). There also are no formal accreditation programs for business degrees, although these exist for accounting degrees. This means that the requirements of marketing majors differ between universities. At the undergraduate level, 73% of the 36 universities have programs that allow students to "major" or "specialize" in marketing. At many universities, including the authors', students do not "declare" majors per se and are simply identified as a "business student." Thus, information on the numbers of students enrolled in marketing degrees is not readily available.
At the postgraduate level, there are greater differences across universities. Most Australian universities offer "research" master's degrees and PhDs in marketing that frequently do not involve students taking formal subjects; however, this is beginning to change. In most cases, research students work with one or at most two supervisors who assist in developing the student's thesis. The process tends to be lengthy and means that few schools generate substantial numbers of research graduates. For example, between 1990 and 1998, one of the older established marketing programs graduated seven PhDs and four master's degrees in marketing. Many Australian universities also have a range of coursework postgraduate degrees in which students can specialize in marketing, and these include MBAs (which may or may not have marketing specializations), master's of marketing, postgraduate certificate in marketing, postgraduate diploma in marketing, and so forth. As such, the postgraduate demands on library resources might also be less intensive than in universities in the United States. These structural differences have implications for ranking journals, for it would be difficult to examine the relationship between journal rankings and institutional factors, as in Hult, Neese, and Bashaw (1997) , as this demographic information is not readily available. Given that this article is concerned with the relationship between a journal's characteristics and whether it is held in Australian university libraries, no institutional data are required. Thus, the lack of institutional information is not a limitation of this study.
METHODOLOGY
This study used secondary data to examine the various relationships. The first step was to determine the number of Australian university libraries holding any of the journals examined in the study. Using the proportions of university libraries holding the journal, a ranking of the journals was then developed. In the second phase, regressions were undertaken to determine how the independent factors-price of a journal, the journal's age, place of publication, and the perceptual ranking of importance-affect the proportion of libraries holding the journal (dependent variable).
The secondary data used in this study were collected from several sources. As was discussed earlier, Hult, Neese, and Bashaw (1997) and Polonsky and Waller (1993) identified the journals evaluated. This resulted in a sample of 84 journals. (See the appendix for a complete listing of the journals.) The data on library holdings were obtained from the SAL database. SAL is maintained by the Australian National Library and is designed to list the holdings of all Australian academic libraries. The data included in the directory were supplied by the individual institutions, and thus SAL's accuracy is dependent on the institutions providing complete information. The information contained in SAL includes journal title, place of publication, holdings by individual libraries, and other bibliographical information. Information on holdings was obtained from the SAL data records for each journal title. It should be noted that individual journals could be possibly held in several different formats, that is, hard copy, microform, or digital format. In determining holdings, it was therefore possible that one library would hold more than one copy of a given journal. Multiple holdings were considered worth including, as the libraries were committing additional resources to these journals.
To identify library holdings, one author compiled a list of all university libraries. Then, two of the authors independently went through the SAL records for each journal to determine the number of university libraries holding the journal in 1996. This task was complicated by the fact that all libraries did not report data in SAL uniformly. For example, many Australian libraries did not list American Marketing Association Proceedings or Academy of Marketing Science Proceedings as a serial, while others did. Alternatively, holdings of each of the libraries could have been electronically examined to determine which of the 84 journals were held in 1996. It was necessary to use SAL, however, as a number of Australian university libraries could not be accessed externally. Thus, using the SAL database may have been a limitation of the study.
It also was necessary to determine how many university libraries in Australia held any of the 84 journals. Many of the 36 Australian universities have multiple campuses, and some have multiple libraries on some of these campuses. In addition, some have designated several "libraries" within one building. For example, at the authors' university, materials associated with the medical or law schools are classified as separate libraries, even though they are contained within the university's main library and are not separate buildings. For the purposes of this study, libraries are considered separate entities if they are listed as such on SAL. It is, therefore, not possible to provide a complete breakdown of library composition because of the overlaps within institutions. The examination of holdings on SAL identified that there were 62 different university libraries that held at least one of the 84 marketing and related journals.
There are a number of journal characteristics that could affect library holdings, and this article examines four of these as independent variables. First is the year in which the journal initially was published. As was discussed earlier, several authors have suggested that this is an important factor in ranking journals since older journals tend to be ranked more highly (Hawkins, Ritter, and Walter 1973; Jobber and Simpson 1988) . In addition, there is some anecdotal support within library practice that there has been some difficulty canceling long-established subscriptions. Data on the initial year of publication were obtained from SAL and Ulrich's International Periodicals Directory (Bowker 1997) . The year in which the journal began publication was used for the age variable in the regression.
The second independent variable examined was the journal's place of publication. Once again, there is evidence in the journal ranking literature that U.S. journals appear to be more highly ranked than other journals when using either perceptual or citation-based rankings (Danielsen and Delorme 1976; Jobber and Simpson 1988; Nobes 1985) . Data on the place of publication were obtained from SAL and Ulrich's International Periodicals Directory (Bowker 1997) , and while journals were published in several different countries (the United States, the United Kingdom, the Netherlands, Germany, Australia), most of the 84 journals were published in the United States. Thus, in terms of the regression analysis, a dummy variable was used to identify if the journal was published in the United States or elsewhere (1 = United States; 0 = elsewhere).
The third independent variable was the journal's price. This variable has not been examined in relation to the previous journal-ranking literature. However, given that this section of the analysis focuses on a journal's characteristics that affect library holdings, it was included because basic economics would suggest that higher prices would reduce holdings or at least reduce the number of new holdings. There is anecdotal support for this view because at the authors' university, more than one marketing journal has been cancelled because the publisher substantially raised subscription prices. The economic climate within Australian education is such that price is beginning to influence journal holdings (Altmann and Gorman 1996) . For example, at the authors' university, there are formal discussions under way to redistribute library funding with a bias toward engineering and the natural sciences, as these journals are increasing in cost relative to other disciplines. In addition, library staff members at the authors' university are also forming library consortia as a means of influencing publishers' pricing strategies and as a means of obtaining wider journal coverage and thus sharing the costs of subscriptions. It is unclear how these negotiations will affect overall journal holdings in the future.
Data on the 1996 library subscription price of a journal were obtained from Ulrich's International Periodicals Directory (Bowker 1997) . While this guide lists journals across disciplines, several of the journals examined were not included. In these situations, subscription prices were obtained from information published within the journal or from the journal's Web site. Given that most of the journals were United States based, all prices were converted to U.S. dollars.
The last variable examined was the perceptual ranking of the journal. As was suggested earlier, if higher ranked journals publish "more important" work, it would be reasonable to assume that academics and library staff would want to have these journals in their libraries. In terms of a journal's characteristics, there is a more tenuous link between this variable and the others, but it was considered that it warranted inclusion. The inclusion of perceptual rankings enables additional comparison between the two types of rankings. The perceptual-ranking variable used in this study is the one developed by Hult, Neese, and Bashaw (1997) . Given that these rankings did not cover all the journals examined for this study, perceptual rankings are only included in the second explanatory regression. Future research might include other measures of a journal's "value" in terms of work published or other journal characteristics.
While other variables, such as circulation, have been mentioned as potential independent variables, these are not included in this study and could be examined in future research. Some of these factors, including circulation, might be more difficult to research, especially if the researcher is only interested in the variable within a given country, that is, Australian circulation as distinct to global circulation.
DATA ANALYSIS
Data analysis involved two different approaches. The first involved ranking journals based on accessibility in terms of their holdings in Australian university libraries. The analysis identified that 62 different libraries held at least one journal in the sample, and the number of libraries holding a given journal ranged from 0 to 37 (i.e., 0.0% to 59.7% of libraries held the specific journals). To determine the percentage of holds, on which the accessibility ranking is developed, the holdings for each journal were then divided by number of libraries (i.e., 62) holding any journal in the sample. The percentages were then ranked in two different ways: (1) all journals were ranked based on the percentage holdings (i.e., 1-84); and (2) a subset of the list using those examined by Hult, Neese, and Bashaw (1997) were ranked (i.e., 1-40). The two accessibility rankings, raw percentages of holdings, and Hult, Neese, and Bashaw's ranking are provided in the appendix.
In terms of overall Australian library holdings, the most extensively held journals were the Journal of Marketing Research and the Sloan Management Review. These two journals were held in 60% of the university libraries holding at least 1 of the 84 journals examined. One possible explanation for this relatively "low" overall percentage is that some libraries are narrowly focused (for example, medical or legal libraries), and while they receive one or two specialized marketing-related journals, they do not receive any mainstream marketing journals. The inclusion of specialized journals and libraries may have, therefore, increased the maximum number of potential libraries and thus increased the denominator. It also may be that some schools have very specialized programs, for example, wine marketing, which would require specialized journals that would not be held as widely as others, thus further supporting the call for future research to examine this issue in more detail.
As can be seen in the appendix, some journals traditionally perceived to be highly important in terms of perceptions are ranked substantially lower using the accessibility variable. For example, the Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science (JAMS) was ranked 5th in terms of Hult, Neese, and Bashaw's (1997) importance ranking and 21st using the accessibility ranking. Nonparametric comparisons of the two rankings of the 40 journals used by Hult, Neese, and Bashaw (columns 3 and 4 in the appendix) were undertaken using Kendall's coefficient of concordance and Spearman rho to determine whether the perceptual ranking differed from the "accessibility" ranking. This analysis revealed that the two samples are ranked statistically differently (Kendall's W = 0.770, sig. 0.16; rho = 0.5693, prob. < .0001). Thus, if accessibility is an appropriate ranking mechanism, it provides statistically different rankings based on academics' perceptions.
The second part of the study involved regression analyses to determine whether the various independent factors discussed earlier influenced the overall percentage of university libraries holding a given journal. To examine this issue, two separate regressions were undertaken. Regression 1 examined the whole sample of 84 journals, in which the dependent variable was the percentage of libraries holding a given journal, and the independent variables were price, first year of publication, and place of publication. Regression 2 examined a subset of the data focusing on the journals ranked in the Hult, Neese, and Bashaw (1997) study. Regression 2 examined the same relationships considered in Regression 1, with the addition of Hult, Neese, and Bashaw's perceptual rankings as another independent variable. Table 2 shows that Regression 1, examining the total sample, was statistically significant and explained 23% of the variance in holdings. However, the only independent variable to be statistically significant was year; that is, the longer the journal had been published, the more likely it was to be held in a library. Kim (1991) found that in the library science discipline, older journals were perceived to be more prestigious, which could suggest that extensive holdings are indeed a limited proxy for prestige. Alternatively, the findings might mean that once a marketing journal has been subscribed to, it might be considered more difficult to cancel because of the "gap" in holdings that would occur. Such gaps become permanent even for core titles, a view supported by library staff at the authors' university.
Regression 2, examining the Hult, Neese, and Bashaw (1997) subsample, was also statistically significant, and this explained 35% of the variance in library holdings. While year was still statistically significant in determining holdings, so was the journal's perceived importance based on Hult, Neese, This makes intuitive sense, as it could be assumed that if academics perceive a journal to be important, they would ensure that the journal is held in their university's library and/or that these journals are not deselected for economic reasons. In neither equation was the price of the journal found to affect holdings. While the sign was negative, as would be expected, the nonsignificance of the result is counterintuitive, especially given the budgetary constraints facing Australian universities and their libraries. The finding might reflect the fact that many marketing departments and/or libraries have not reduced their holdings of journals as prices rise. The more recent increases in journal subscription costs may mean that a policy of regularly reviewing library holdings is likely to be implemented (Altmann and Gorman 1996) as costs become a more important factor in determining journal holdings in the future. However, if we assume that libraries and academics commit resources to holding important journals, then the price factor may not be substantial in the subscribe-cancel decision process, especially for existing holdings. However, financial constraints may mean that, without dropping existing subscriptions, sufficient resources for new subscriptions will not be available, severely limiting the opportunities to order newer less important journals.
The fact that place of publication was not significant is also somewhat surprising. It might have been anticipated that Australian libraries would have been more likely to subscribe to more "local" journals and, therefore, place of publication would have been a significant explanatory variable. Alternatively, it could be argued that U.S. journals are more important in terms of theory development, that is, conceptual schemes (Jobber and Simpson 1988) , and thus would be held more frequently. The negative sign provides tenuous support for the idea that, in the absence of local publications, U.S. publications are preferred. However, the two regressions indicate that having a journal published in the United States was not a significant influence on whether a journal was held in an Australian library. This could have serious implications for any regional journals that target narrow geographical segments. University libraries and marketing academics may not believe that the origin of the publication affects its relevance or the need for it to be held as much as the quality of the articles does.
IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS
In considering the implications and conclusions, it is important to realize that there are many ways to rank journals. In selecting appropriate criteria, marketing academics need to consider what they are trying to evaluate. Thus, if individuals want to be published in a journal that their colleagues consider prestigious, then a perceptual-ranking scheme may be most suitable. Alternatively, if academics determine that others referencing their work are important, then a citation-based ranking may be more appropriate. Similarly, if academics want to widely disseminate knowledge, then alternative mechanisms such as accessibility could be more useful.
What are the implications for ranking journals and possibly even for publications in general? Are we, as academics, more concerned with the prestige, recognition, and protection of our positions or with being able to demonstrate that we are active researchers? Are we trying to push the theoretical boundaries, or are we attempting to disseminate knowledge as widely as possible? If the goal of research is the dissemination of information, then accessibility is indeed an important criterion for ranking journals, as it indicates that the widest community of colleagues and students has access to this knowledge through their libraries. The appendix suggests that, as marketing academics, we need to carefully consider what we are trying to do and what audience we are trying to target when selecting publication outlets, as the rankings do differ. In some cases, publishing in a more focused journal with a lower ranking might in fact be targeting the most appropriate market segment, and, therefore, one broad-based ranking might not be a suitable criterion to select publication outlets.
These results might suggest that, in general, journals covering a cross section of areas or those that are frequently considered to be bridging/applied journals are also more widely held (at least in Australia) thus enabling academics to disseminate information more widely.
" If accessibility is an important evaluative criterion, marketing academics could see advantages (i.e., have higher ranked publications) in targeting more generalist or bridging journals instead of mainstream research journals. However, these publications may not be perceived to be as "scholarly" or leading edge by some of our colleagues because, for the most part, they focus less on the quantitative methods used and more on implications for practice. In addition, these publications often seek specific types of work, requiring academics to modify their focus and writing style. While both types of publishing are important, if the academics responsible for evaluating others within departments perceive quality research journals as the only place to publish, then accessibility would not be the relevant criterion to use. Within some marketing departments, this difference in perspective could result in ideological conflict.
The appropriate course of action might be to develop a more multifaceted journal ranking approach. Few marketing academics, in any area, would design a single-item scale and suggest that it is a comprehensive measure of any phenomena. Can multiple-item constructs be developed to rank journals that contain the range of possible publishing objectives? One possible scenario might result in a system in which each journal may have several independent ranks, which may be combined into a composite score or "grand" rank. The question would then be how should the composite score be developed? Some marketing academics could favor allocating one criterion or another more weight, while others might believe that all criteria should be equally weighted.
Looking at the issue from a different perspective, one might suggest that the results of this work support the theory of double jeopardy (Ehrenberg, Goodhardt, and Barwise 1990) . That is, "smaller" journals have smaller market shares, are held in fewer libraries, and are perceived to be less important. If this were the case, there would be devastating consequences for the growing number of new journals, which may be condemned to maintaining minor positions in the market, both in terms of accessibility and prestige. This problem is substantial, as many newer journals have narrowly defined niche markets both in terms of their regional emphasis and/or range of topics covered. To be economically viable, each journal requires a stable or growing share of an increasingly competitive library market, which is being forced to reduce overall journal holdings under a range of pressures. While these newer journals serve a valuable academic function, some publishers may perceive them to be uneconomical. In terms of library holdings, the double jeopardy problem may be intensified by the fact that not all academics and/or libraries regularly review their journal purchases, leaving even less funding available to purchase these newer journals. Publishers need to develop innovative strategies to enable their offerings to break the double jeopardy cycle. One approach could be to have any new journal affiliated with a recognized organization. Jobber and Simpson (1988) suggest that this is one of the reasons that the International Journal of Research in Marketing performed so well in their citation-based ranking. Such links could be difficult given that most established organizations already have journals associated with them, but this might not be an insurmountable problem.
Fundamentally, the question that still needs to be asked is why do we rank journals? The literature seems to suggest that the objectives of such practices to some extent may dictate the appropriateness of the ranking approach used. The goals and objectives of individual academics may to a great extent determine which ranking approach is the appropriate measure. Given the different criteria available, there may be no universally appropriate single ranking for journals, but rather a multiitem construct measure may be a more realistic method of taking various publishing objectives into consideration. Accessibility of information, as defined by university library holdings, is an alternative ranking criterion that is worthy of additional consideration.
LIMITATIONS/FUTURE RESEARCH
A number of limitations should be addressed in future work. First, the comparison of accessibility is based on Australian data, and the perceptual rankings are U.S. based. Future research comparing these two rankings should look at these issues within one country. Second, a closer examination is needed of the role of publishing and what it is designed to achieve from an academic point of view. This will have a substantial influence on the design of an appropriate measure of a journal's importance. In terms of ranking marketing journals, this issue might be addressed in several ways. One approach would be to attempt to develop multiitem construct measures of importance, which reflect the different objectives of ranking journals. Alternatively, it might be possible to undertake a global perceptual ranking using a representative sample of academics from around the world. Such an approach might be extremely difficult notwithstanding some of the inherent biases discussed within this research. Last, there are several other factors that can influence whether an individual university library holds a given marketing journal, including institutional factors such as the type of programs and degrees offered and the number of marketing staff and their specific interest areas. Future research may need to consider these issues as well as those examined within this study.
